REMARKS 

Claims 1-28 are pending in the present Application. Claims 1-3 S 11-13, 18-21 and 23 
hm e been ame ided, leaving Claims 1 -28 for consideration uponemn of the present * mendment. 

No new matter has been introduced by these amendments. Reconsideration and allowance of the 
eianns are respectfully requested in view of the abort amendment as .y, ,<\ v t K j Y , 

WemlcO C?urms 

Claims 1 -3, 11-13,18 -2 1 arid 23 have been amended to better define the claimed subject 
matter. Support for the amendments to each of claims can be found at least in the specification, 
paragraphs |00S9]-[006i j. 
Drawings 

Uu v ; \w>m\ hu\i been m ended as described. 
Sj^gificatiori 

'fhe abstract and specification have been amended as described, 
r ' a Oncotic ^ 

Claims 2, 12 and 28 have been amended to address Informalities raised in the present 
Office Action. 

Claims 1 -28 are rejected under 35 IJ.S.C. § i 12. second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
tailing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

As to the rejection of Claims 1 , if 18 and 21, the Office Action stated that there was 
insufficient antecedent basis for "the selected business database system". The claims nave been 
s fficient mte e nt ?as s 
As to iht; rejections of Claims 1, 11, 18 and 21 and Claims 3, 13.. 20, 23, Applicants have 

<k ' - * K .v'! S OSv, HA ol l 2 «. <^^C ,v w n 

As to Claims 3, 13, 20 and. 23. the Office Action stated that there was insufficient 
antecedent basis for "the other" fhe t iairas has e been as tended to pro\ ide sufficient antecedent 
basis. 
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Claims 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 because the claimed invention is 
ailegedls dire* ted to non -statu tor> subject matter. Applicants respectful!) traverse the rejection 
fhe Office Action has stated that '"generating a simulation model" executing a simulation to 
-'^ s ! 1 r ,! »tn !! ». s ^ pi \ j | SlfH(l! f 

model all are produced "results" that remain in the abstract and thus fail to achieve the required 
itatus or having eaiwos d value since t does not generate an> >utp dat o si re values of 
output data for a practical use in a real world application. While Applicants maintain that the 
claimed subject matter does provide a real world result, Applicants have amended the claims to 

- v ^ C tk l ,v Mv % te? 

CLmnjC^cbvn-mOc; ^ i:.S.C,; 

Claims 1-4, 6, 8, 9, 11-16, 18-26 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as 
allegedly unpatentable over Son et ai ("Automatic Generation of Simulation Models .from Neutral 
Libraries: An. Example", Proceedings of the 2000 Winter Simulation Conference". Volume 2, 
pages 1558-1567, Orlando, FL December 2000) in view of Kosibaet ai (US Patent 7,103,562). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

For an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must, meet the burden of 
establishing % prima facie case of obviousness, i.e., that all elements of the invention are disclosed 
m the prior art; that the prior art relied upon, coupled with knowledge generally available in the 
art at the time of the invention, contain some suggestion or incentive that would have motivated 
the skilled artisan to modify a reference or combined references; and that the proposed 
v ) or art had rsonabl xpectationofsuc ess, cfc i 1 ron the vantage 
pomi ul the sksikd artban at the time the invention was made. In re Fine, 5 LLS.P.Q.2d 1596. 
1 598 (Fed. Cir. 1988); In Re Wilson,. 165 U.S.P.Q. 494, 496 (C.C.P.A, 1 970); Amgen v. Chugai 
PihinmhXMkx^ . C.S.KO 2.1, 1016. K>2> U cd Cir. I^V furthermore, in In \ 

' 1 • '3 d 90S 902 22) I SPQ i 1.25, i )?7 (I ed ( h 984) i was! eld h i i re h < a 
suggestion to modify a prior art device where the modification would render the device inoperable 

The Office Action admits that Son et al does not expressly teach an optimization 
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appneation m communication with the mode), application and configured to receive commands 
lmm a user > t0 sek ' c{ ' at least one task, and resource parameter of the simulation model 
with respect to an objective function, to define bounds of at least one of the entity, task, and 
^ x ' v ! v ^ K h ^ ^i-ak hk kUk K f n £ in vv « m us 4 
one of the task, and resource parameter selected. The Office Action further cites Kosiba as 
* a, ~ i! T v atvlu tun Huiwwi Son et ai does notbau teadne rsuggesmm 

1 Jt x ou d 1 ' " ckliti m of m optimizat on tpplicatloi fa* - , , disci >« s f e 

simplification of the generation of simulation models and reduces the complexity of simulation of 
modeling analysis (see at least Son et ai Abstract). Son et ai discloses the development oiaeutml 
libraries of simulation components, (see at least. Son et a) Abstract, and FIG. 1). As such, the 
addition -u .in opinm/utson application as described in Kosiba u<X>\ a kuu of, otnp! -\ro vdmh 
is contrary to the teaching of Son et ai. 

Furthermore, the Office Action introduces the concept of an optimization application from 
Kosiba, but fails to described how it cures any identified deficiencies in Son et ai. in tact, the 
Office Action simply cites Kosiba stating how the Kosiba invention cures prior art deficiencies 
e>>* , ,„ . - s , 

For these reasons the Office Action has not made a prima facie case of obviousness over 
Son et ai in view of Kosiba. Applicants therefore respectfully request a withdrawal of the 
t ejection and an allowance of the claims. 

1 ' c s amended, disci ose, am one other thmmc "a model 
application in communication with the database and configured to receive commands from a user, 
to retrieve one or the plurality of models and the corresponding plurality of one or more entity, 
task, and resource parameter in response to a user command, to receive input data corresponding 
to atffiimtes-of one or more entity, task, and resource parameter from a business database system, 
* P 1 sU < ! * . s n it tasl »i 

* " MN 1 s >. i u no u>h 'kco)!H n*>cm xt bisMn ss 

x s ^ ) k o « s hi da \is. i j! , 

. , iptadata."\md\mo,stp s 
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i0 i>> ^ » P w „ None of these features are taught or otherwise suggested in 

Claims 2-4, 6, 8, % depend from Claim I and are non-obvious over Son et ai in view of 
Kosiba for al least the reasons advanced with reference to Claim 1, Claims 1 2-i 6 depend from 
Claim 1 1 and are non-obvious over Son et al in view of Kosiba for at least the reasons advanced 
* ( la n U Claims 19-20 depend from Claim 1 8 and are non-obvious over Son 

a 1 vk> * K - • » rs least the reasons advanced with reference to Claim 18. Claims 22- 
26 and 28 depend from Claim 2 1 and are non-obvious over Son et a! in view of Kosiba for at least 
the reasons advanced with reference to Claim 21. 

Claims 5,7,10,17 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a). as allegedly unpatentable 
over Son et al in view of Kosiba et al as applied to Claims 1,11 and 2 { above, and bather in view 
oi Fontana et al (US Patent 6, 167, 564). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. Claims 
>, 7 and 10 depend from Claim 1 and are non-obvious over Son et ai m view of Kosiba and in 
iurUK - r v,cw 01 borrtana for at least the reasons advanced with reference to Claim 1 . Claim 17 
depends from Claim 1 1 and is non-obvious over Son et ai in view of Kosiba and in further view 
of Fontana for at least the reasons advanced with reference to Claim ! 1 . Claim 27 depends from 
Claim 2 1 and is non-obvious over Son et al in view of Kosiba and in further view of Fontana for 
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H is nciievi-d that the foregoing amendments and remarks fully comply with the Office 
Action and that the claims herein should now be allowable to Applicants. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and allowance are requested. 

if there are any additional charges with .respect to this Amendment or otherwise, please 
charge them to Deposit Account No. 07-0868. 

Respectful!) suhmitte I 
i WIOR k o\ B A\ I A P 

(i-ee 0"Ht adov a L 
^egis s on No N 945 

Date; April 16, 2007 
CANlORCObiroRN I LP 
55 Griffin Road South 
Bloom field, CT 06002 
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